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U.S. Customs Service 


Treasury Decision 


(T.D. 93-9) 
SYNOPSES OF DRAWBACK DECISIONS 


The following are synopses of drawback contracts approved Septem- 
ber 15, 1992, to November 25, 1992, inclusive, pursuant to Subpart C, 
Part 191, Customs Regulations. 

In the synopses below are listed for each drawback contract approved 
under 19 U.S.C. 1313(b), the name of the company, the specified articles 
on which drawback is authorized, the merchandise which will be used to 
manufacture or produce these articles, the factories where the work will 
be accomplished, the date the proposal was signed, the basis for deter- 
mining payment, the Regional Commissioner to whom the contract was 
forwarded or approved by, and the date on which it was approved. 


Dated: February 8, 1993. 


JOHN DURANT, 
Director, 
Commercial Rulings Division. 


(A) Company: BASF Corp. 

Articles: Vitamin E alcohol (Tocopherol); Vitamin E acetate oils; 
Vitamin E powders 

Merchandise: Isophytol; trimethylhydroquinone (TMHQ) 

Factory: Wyandotte, MI 

Proposal signed: August 19, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in, with distribution to the products obtained in 
accordance with their relative values at the time of separation 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: New York, October 26, 1992 

Revokes: T.D. 81-53-B (BASF Wyandotte Corp.) 
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(B) Company: CIBA-GEIGY Corp. 

Articles: Oxypyrimidine; diazinon technical 

Merchandise: Methyl acetoacetate 

Factory: McIntosh, AL 

Proposal signed: May 15, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: New York, October 30, 1992 


(C) Company: Clarendon Marketing Inc. 

Articles: Finished unleaded gasoline 

Merchandise: Unleaded gasoline blendstock 

Factories: at its agents operating under T.D.55027(2) and/or T.D. 
55207(1) 

Proposal signed: February 5, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RCs of Customs: New York and Houston, 
September 24, 1992 

Revokes: T.D. 91-45-F 


(D) Company: Eastman Kodak Co., Tennessee Eastman Div. 
Articles: Polyethylene pellets 

Merchandise: Hostalux KS; anatase titanium dioxide 

Factory: Kingsport, TN 

Proposal signed: January 14, 1992 

Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: Boston, October 9, 1992 


(E) Company: Everfresh Beverages, Inc. 

Articles: Various juices and juice beverages 

Merchandise: Concentrated orange juice & white grape concentrate 
for manufacturing 

Factory: Franklin Park, IL 

Proposal signed: July 23, 1992 

Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: Chicago, November 3, 1992 

Revokes: T.D. 92-39-G (Everfresh, Inc.) 


(F) Company: Formosa Plastics Corp., U.S.A. 

Articles: Polyvinyl chloride (“PVC”) 

Merchandise: Ethylene dichloride (“EDC”) 

Factories: Pt. Comfort, TX; Baton Rouge, LA 

Proposal signed: July 28, 1992 

Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: Houston, October 21, 1992 
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(G) Company: Givaudan-Roure Corp. 

Articles: Lilial crude for sales 

Merchandise: Tertiary butyl benzaldehyde (TBB) 

Factory: Clifton, NJ 

Proposal signed: October 8, 1992 

Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract issued by RC of Customs in accordance with § 191.25(b)(2): 
New York, November 10, 1992 

Revokes: T.D. 85-190-I to cover a change in name from Givaudan Corp. 


(H) Company: Givaudan-Roure Corp. 

Articles: Lilial crude 

Merchandise: Tertiary butyl benzaldehyde 

Factory: Clifton, NJ 

Proposal signed: October 8, 1992 

Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract issued by RC of Customs in accordance with § 191.25(b)(2): 
New York, November 10, 1992 

Revokes: T.D. 92-34-I to cover a change in name from Givaudan Corp. 


(I) Company: Givaudan-Roure Corp. 

Articles: Lilial crude NP 

Merchandise: Tertiary butyl benzaldehyde (TBB) 

Factory: Clifton, NJ 

Proposal signed: October 8, 1992 

Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract issued by RC of Customs in accordance with § 191.25(b)(2): 
New York, November 10, 1992 

Revokes: T.D. 92—29-K to cover a change in name from Givaudan Corp. 


(J) Company: Givaudan-Roure Corp. 

Articles: Laurine crude for sales 

Merchandise: Citronellal 90% technical 

Factory: Clifton, NJ 

Proposal signed: October 8, 1992 

Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract issued by RC of Customs in accordance with § 191.25(b)(2): 
New York, November 10, 1992 

Revokes: T.D. 87-99-M to cover a change in name from Givaudan Corp. 
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(K) Company: Givaudan-Roure Corp. 

Articles: Lilial pure 

Merchandise: Tertiary butyl benzaldehyde 

Factory: Clifton, NJ 

Proposal signed: October 8, 1992 

Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract issued by RC of Customs in accordance with § 191.25(b)(2): 
New York, November 10, 1992 

Revokes: T.D. 92-34—J to cover a change in name from Givaudan Corp. 


(L) Company: Hess & Clark, Inc. 

Articles: Deccox 

Merchandise: Decoquinate 

Factory: Ashland, OH 

Proposal signed: June 17, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: New York, October 9, 1992 


(M) Company: Hilton Davis Co. 

Articles: FD&C yellow #6 powder & granular; FD&C yellow #6 
calcium stable; Hidacid sunset yellow certifiable 

Merchandise: Sulfanilic acid 

Factory: Cincinnati, OH 

Proposal signed: August 5, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: New York, October 19, 1992 


(N) Company: ICI Americas Inc. 

Articles: Zestril, Zestoretic and Lisinopril dihydrate tablets 
Merchandise: Lisinopril dihydrate 

Factory: Newark, DE 

Proposal signed: June 9, 1992 

Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: Boston, November 2, 1992 


(O) Company: Majilite Manufacturing, Inc. 

Articles: Coated dyed nonwoven synthetic leather; laminated dyed 
finished synthetic leather; laminated dyed finished synthetic suede 

Merchandise: Dyed unfinished nonwoven substrate; dyed finished 
synthetic suede 

Factories: Lowell, MA and it its agents operating under T.D. 55027(2) 
and/or T.D. 55207(1) 

Proposal signed: May 18, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: New York, October 26, 1992 
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(P) Company: Midwest Processing Co. 

Articles: Crude super degummed canola oil; canola meal 
Merchandise: No. 1 canolaseed 

Factory: Velva, ND 

Proposal signed: May 13, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: Chicago, November 24, 1992 


(Q) Company: Oxy Petrochemicals Inc. 

Articles: High density polyethylene (HDPE) 

Merchandise: Ethylene 

Factories: Matagorda, Orange & Victoria, TX 

Proposal signed: April 23, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: Houston, September 15, 1992 


(R) Company: Pfizer, Inc. 

Articles: Sterile sulbactam sodium; Unasyn 

Merchandise: Non-sterile sulbactam sodium 

Factory: Terre Haute, IN 

Proposal signed: November 6, 1991 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Custom: New York, September 22, 1992 


(S) Company: Pfizer, Inc. 

Articles: Sodium phenyl acetate 

Merchandise: Benzylcyanide a/k/a phenylacetonitrile 

Factory: Groton, CT 

Proposal signed: August 5, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: New York, November 25, 1992 


(T) Company: Pioneer Leimel Fabrics Inc. (exporting as Leathertouch 
Fabrics International, Ltd.) 

Articles: Upholstery material 

Merchandise: Polyvinyl alcohol yarn; polyvinyl alcohol double knit 
fabric 

Factories: Philadelphia, PA (2) 

Proposal signed: March 2, 1992 

Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: New York, September 22, 1992 
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(U) Company: Sanofi Bio-Industries, Inc. 

Articles: Food and beverage flavor bases 

Merchandise: White grape juice concentrate 

Factories: Brea, CA; Bridgeport, NJ; Waukesha, WI; Wapato, WA 
Proposal signed: September 1, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: Long Beach, October 9, 1992 


(V) Company: Sanofi Bio-Industries, Inc. 

Articles: Food and beverage flavor bases 

Merchandise: Red grape juice concentrate 

Factories: Brea, CA; Bridgeport, NJ; Waukesha, WI; Wapato, WA 
Proposal signed: September 1, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: Long Beach, October 9, 1992 


(W) Company: Timet, a division of Titanium Metals Corp. 

Articles: Titanium and titanium alloy ingots and mill products such as 
billets, bars and sheets 

Merchandise: Titanium sponge and on a pound for pound basis of the 
titanium content in titanium scrap for designated titanium sponge 

Factories: Toronto, OH; Henderson, NV; Morristown, TN 

Proposal signed: January 20, 1992 


Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract issued by RC of Customs in accordance with § 191.25(b)(2): 
New York, October 5, 1992 

Revokes: T.D. 85-76-V to cover achange in name from Timet, a Division 
of Titanium Metals Corporation of America and to add an add- 
itional factory 


(X) Company: Titanium Metals Corp. 

Articles: Various alloyed and unalloyed titanium products 

Merchandise: Magnesium metal ingot 

Factories: Henderson, NV: Toronto, OH; Morristown, TN 

Proposal signed: April 1, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in, with distribution to the products obtained in 
accordance with their relative values at the time of separation 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: New York, September 17, 1992 

Revokes: T.D. 66-110-F (Titanium Metals Corporation of America) 
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(Y) Company: Ventura Coastal Corp. 

Articles: Lemon juice from concentrate (reconstitued juice); frozen 
concentrated lemon juice; bulk concentrated lemon juice 

Merchandise: Concentrated lemon juice for manufacturing 

Factory: Ventura, CA 

Proposal signed: May 15, 1992 

Basis of claim: Appearing in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: Long Beach (San Francisco 
Liquidation Unit), October 23, 1992 


(Z) Company: Western Digital Corp. 

Articles: Disk media 

Merchandise: Aluminum substrates 

Factory: Santa Clara, CA 

Proposal signed: September 11, 1992 

Basis of claim: Used in 

Contract forwarded to RC of Customs: Long Beach (San Francisco 
Liquidation Unit), September 21, 1992 
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Decisions of the United States 
Court of International Trade 


(Slip Op. 93-20) 
Boast, INC., PLAINTIFF v. UNITED STATES, DEFENDANT 


Court No. 91-11-00793 


Plaintiff challenges Customs’ refusal to reliquidate under 19 U.S.C. § 1520(c) (1988). 
Defendant moves to dismiss for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

Held: Defendant’s motion granted. 

[Judgment for defendant. ] 


(Decided February 10, 1993) 


Peter S. Herrick, for plaintiff. 

Stuart M. Gerson, Assistant Attorney General, Joseph I. Liebman, Attorney-in-charge, 
International Trade Field Office, (Nancy M. Frieden), Commercial Litigation Branch, 
Civil Division, United States Department of Justice, for defendant. 


MEMORANDUM OPINION 


DiCar1o, Chief Judge: Plaintiff, Boast, Inc., challenges the refusal of 
the United States Customs Service to reliquidate certain merchandise 
consisting of woven nylon track suits under 19 U.S.C. § 1520(c)(1) 
(1988). Defendant moves to dismiss for failure to state a claim upon 
which relief can be granted pursuant to Rule 12(b)(5) of the Rules of this 
court. The court has jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1581(a) (1988) 
and 19 U.S.C. § 1514(a)(7) (1988). Defendant’s motion is granted. 


BACKGROUND 


Plaintiff imported merchandise consisting of woven nylon track suits 
with a nylon lining. Customs liquidated the merchandise as men’s jack- 
ets, men’s trousers and women’s jackets under headings 6201, 6203 and 
6204 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States (HTSUS) 
at rates ranging from 29.5% to 30.4% instead of as track suits under 
HTSUS heading 6211. 

Subsequently, at the request of another importer of similar merchan- 
dise, Customs issued a Headquarter Ruling Letter HQ 087511 (New 
Ruling) revoking its previous ruling HRL 084736 (Old Ruling) which 
took the position that it was incorrect to classify track suits with lining 
under HTSUS heading 6211. In the New Ruling, Customs conceded 
that, as a result of its flawed application of the Explanatory Notes to the 


11 
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HTSUS,! it had erred in not allowing woven track suits with lining to be 
classified as track suits under HTSUS heading 6211. 

The Explanatory Notes (EN) involved in this action are EN 62.11 to 
heading 6211 and EN 61.12 to heading 6112, HTSUS. EN 62.11 states: 
“The provisions of the Explanatory Note to heading 61.12 concerning 
track suits * * * apply, mutatis mutandis, to the articles of this head- 
ing.” 2 Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding System, Ex- 
planatory Notes 856 (1986). And EN 61.12 provides, inter alia: 


(A) Track suits, i.e., knitted articles consisting of two pieces, not 
lined but sometimes with a raised inner surface (nap) which, be- 
cause of their general appearance and the nature of the fabric, are 
clearly meant to be worn exclusively or mainly in the pursuit of 
sporting activities. 


id. at 841. (emphasis added). 

Customs explains in the New Ruling: “Mutatis mutandis is defined by 
Black’s Law Dictionary (West 1979), as ‘[w]ith the necessary changes in 
points of detail, meaning that matters or things are generally the same, 
but to be altered when necessary * * *.’” 


In applying the “knitted” EN to the “woven” heading, we failed 
to take into account several physical differences between the two 
construction types. A knit construction in the outer shell of track 
suits is desirable because of the fabric’s ability to both “breathe” 
and to wick away perspiration. An inner liner of any material would 
not augment these characteristics significantly, and would likely 
create an atmosphere of undesirable warmth for the athletic 
wearer. 

Contrarily, woven outer shells of track suits do not solely impart 
the aforementioned characteristics. It is our opinion that “neces- 
sary changes in points of detail,” from knitted track suits to woven, 
allow the presence of a liner with the ability to both breathe and to 
wick away perspiration. Track suits with a woven outer shell and an 
inner lining capable of importing the characteristics enu- 
merated above are therefore classifiable in heading 6211, 
HTSUSA, as track suits. * * * 


Customs Ruling, HQ 087511 (Jan. 14, 1991) at 3 (emphasis in original). 
Thus, Customs concludes, by applying EN 61.12, mutatis mutandis, to 
HTSUS heading 6211, woven track suits with a lining are classifiable as 
track suits under HTSUS heading 6211. 

Plaintiff filed a timely request under 19 U.S.C. § 1520(c)(1) for reli- 
quidation of its merchandise as track suits under HTSUS heading 6211 
at a rate of 17% ad valorem. Upon Customs’ denial of its request, plain- 
tiff filed timely protests pursuant to 19 U.S.C. § 1514. Customs denied 


1 Harmonized Commodity Description and Coding System, Explanatory Notes (1986) are official interpretation of 
the Harmonized System by the Customs Cooperation Council, the international organization responsible for the Har- 
monized System. While not treated as dispositive, the Explanatory Notes are to be given considerable weight in Cus- 
toms’ interpretation of the HTSUS. See Guidance for Interpretation of Harmonized System, T.D. 89-80, 23 Cust. Bull. 
379, 381 (1989). “In the absence of clear and unambiguous statutory language to the contrary, it has been the practice of 
the Customs Service to follow, whenever possible, the terms of the Explanatory Notes when interpreting the 
HTSUSA.” Customs Ruling Letter HQ 087511 (Jan. 14, 1991) at 3. 
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plaintiff's protests; plaintiff commenced this action challenging Cus- 
toms’ refusal to reliquidate under 19 U.S.C. § 1520(c)(1). 


DISCUSSION 


Plaintiff in its complaint alleges that Customs misclassified the sub- 
ject merchandise as a result of its flawed application of the Explanatory 
Notes, and that such flawed application was made “through inadver- 
tence and/or mistake of fact” correctable under § 1520(c)(1). The court 
holds that plaintiff has failed to state a claim upon which relief may be 
granted. 

Under the current statutory scheme, an importer who believes that 
Customs has misinterpreted the applicable law and improperly classi- 
fied his merchandise may file a protest within 90 days after liquidation 
of the merchandise pursuant to 19 U.S.C. § 1514. In addition, Customs 
may reliquidate an entry within one year after its liquidation to correct 
“a clerical error, mistake of fact, or other inadvertence not amounting to 
an error in the construction of a law” under 19 U.S.C. § 1520(c)(1), 
which provides, in pertinent part: 


Notwithstanding a valid protest was not filed, the appropriate cus- 
toms officer may * * * reliquidate an entry to correct — 
(1) aclerical error, a mistake of fact, or other inadvertence not 
amounting to an error in the construction of a law, adverse to 
the importer and manifest from the record or established by 


documentary evidence, in any entry, liquidation, or other cus- 
toms transaction, when the error, mistake, or inadvertence is 
brought to the attention of the appropriate customs officer 
within one year after the date of liquidation or exaction; * * * 


It is well established, however; that § 1520(c)(1) “is ‘not an alternative 
to the normal liquidation-protest method of obtaining review’ [under 
§ 1514], but rather affords ‘limited relief’ where an unnoticed or unin- 
tentional error has been committed.” Computime, Inc. v. United States, 
9 CIT 553, 556, 622 F. Supp. 1083, 1085 (1985) (quoting C.J. Tower & 
Sons of Buffalo, Inc. v. United States, 68 Cust. Ct. 17, 21, C.D. 4827, 336 
F. Supp. 13895, 1398 (1972), aff'd, 61 CCPA 90, C.A.D. 1129, 499 F.2d 
1277 (1974)). 

For the purpose of § 1520(c)(1), a mistake of fact has been defined as 
“a mistake which takes place when some fact which indeed exists is un- 
known, or a fact which is thought to exist, in reality does not exist.” C.J. 
Tower, 68 Cust. Ct. at 22, 336 F. Supp. at 1399. Inadvertence, on the 
other hand, has been defined as “an oversight or involuntary accident, 
or the result of inattention or carelessness, and even as a type of mis- 
take.” Id. In Tower, a leading case on what constitutes a mistake of fact 
correctable under § 1520(c) (1), the court found a mistake of fact existed 
where neither the importer nor the Customs officer was aware that the 
merchandise was emergency war materials entitled to duty-free entry 
under a separate item of the tariff schedule until after the liquidation. 
Thus, under Tower, a mistake of fact or inadvertence is correctable un- 
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der § 1520 (c) when the mistake goes to the nature of the merchandise 
, and is the underlying cause for its incorrect classification. See Concen- 
tric Pumps, Ltd. v. United States, 10 CIT 505, 509, 643 F. Supp. 623, 625 
(1986). 

In this action, plaintiff makes no reference to a mistake in the nature 
of the merchandise in its complaint or protests filed under § 1514. In- 
stead, the only inadvertence or mistake alleged therein goes to Customs’ 
application of the Explanatory Notes to the subject merchandise.2 
Courts have consistently held that § 1520(c)(1) may not be used to rec- 
tify incorrect interpretations of law or mistake in the application of law. 
See, e.g., Hambro Automotive Corp. v. United States, 66 CCPA 113, 
C.A.D. 1231, 603 F.2d 850 (1979); Computime, 9 CIT at 556, 622 F. Supp. 
at 1085; Fibrous Glass Prods., Inc. v. United States, 63 Cust. Ct. 62, C.D. 
3874 (1969), appeal dismissed, mem. 57 CCPA 141 (1970). Accordingly, 
the alleged mistake in Customs’ application of the Explanatory Notes 
cannot be rectified by § 1520(c)(1). 

In appraising the sufficiency of the complaint, the court follows the 
accepted rule that “a complaint should not be dismissed for failure to 
state a claim unless it appears beyond doubt that the plaintiff can prove 
no set of facts in support of his claim which would entitle him to relief.” 
Conley v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 41, 45-46 (1957). The court finds that plain- 
tiff in this action can prove no set of facts in support of his claim which 
would entitle him to relief under § 1520(c)(1). 

It is undisputed here that Customs misinterpreted the Explanatory 
Notes concerning track suits under its Old Ruling, and that the alleged 
misclassification was a result of Customs’ “flawed” application of the 
Explanatory Notes. Plaintiff claims for the first time in its memoran- 
dum opposing defendant’s motion to dismiss that Customs did not know 
the purpose of lining in woven track suits at the time of liquidation. As- 
suming this allegation is true, such lack of knowledge could not be the 
cause for the alleged misclassification. Given Customs’ interpretation of 
the applicable Explanatory Notes under the Old Ruling (i.e., track suits 
not classifiable under Heading 6211 if lined), Customs would not have 
found the merchandise — woven track suits with lining — classifiable un- 
der Heading 6211. The physical differences between the two types of 
track suits would have no bearing on the classification unless Customs 
construes the phrase “mutatis mutandis” so as to take them into consid- 
eration. Hence, no matter what set of facts plaintiff may prove in this 
case, plaintiff would not be entitled to relief under § 1520(c)(1) because 
the cause of the alleged misclassification is Customs’ incorrect interpre- 
tation or flawed application of the Explanatory Notes, a mistake 


2 The complaint alleges: “Through inadvertence and/or mistake of fact Customs applied the Explanatory Note of 
HTSUS Heading 6112 to the HTSUS Heading 6211” and “The ‘flawed’ application of the Explanatory Notes to HTSUS 
Heading 6211 was an inadvertence and/or mistake of fact.” Compl. paragraphs 10, 13. The protests claim that the error 
in classification was “an inadvertence in extending to and applying Heading 6112’s Explanatory Note to Heading 6211” 
and that Customs’ failure to take into account several physical differences between the two construction types of the 
merchandise is an “inadvertence in applying the Explanatory Note” correctable under § 1520(c)(1). Protests, Nos. 
5201-91-100198, 5201-91-100199. 
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“amounting to an error in the construction of a law” expressly excepted 
from remedy under § 1520(c)(1). 

As defendant points out, this case is analogous to Fibrous Glass, 63 
Cust. Ct. 62. In Fibrous Glass, subsequent to a court decision holding 
that Customs erred in the classification of a similar merchandise, the 
plaintiff-importer filed a § 1520(c) claim to reliquidate his entry in con- 
formity with the judicial decision. The court dismissed the claim, stating 
that plaintiff's request to reliquidate under § 1520(c)(1) “is actually an 
attempt to correct an error of judgment on the part of the collector in 
making a classification of the merchandise under the wrong paragraph 
of the Tariff Act of 1930, which is a mistake in the applicable law.” Id. at 
64-65 (citation omitted). Similarly, plaintiff in this case is seeking relief 
under § 1520(c)(1) to reliquidate the merchandise in conformity with a 
later Customs’ Ruling. Thus, like the plaintiff in Fibrous Glass, plaintiff 
in this action is attempting to correct an error of judgment on the part of 
Customs in classifying the merchandise, which is a mistake in the appli- 
cable law, not correctable under 19 U.S.C. § 1520(c)(i). 


CONCLUSION 


The alleged misclassification of the subject merchandise was not the 
result of a mistake of fact or other inadvertence correctable under 19 
U.S.C. § 1520(c)(1), but a mistake in the construction of law remediable 
only by filing a timely protest under 19 U.S.C. § 1514. Since plaintiff did 
not file such protest within the statutory time limit, the liquidation of 


the merchandise is final pursuant to 19 U.S.C. § 1514(a). Plaintiff has 
failed to state a claim upon which relief can be granted; this action must 
be dismissed in accordance with Rule 12(b)(5) of the Rules of this Court. 
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NING © WODDRIMIITO 65 5 cere oes bo Mids peed owed secs 
Oxy Petrochemicals Inc 
Pfizer, Inc 
ge ge RD a 
rE CURRIE REN. 00's is Wiis. +. 0 os nie sia ine © ee eie'e 
Timet, Div. Titanium Metals Corp. ................... 
NEMS 26. cals s cbs 49'6 5 Koran n deeds tues 
EE IE MIE os) w 5a Tce ou dein se Fees mam ann eee 
Western Digital Corp 
Merchandise: 
PEEL POT. CTO Ee 
Anatase Titanium dioxide 
Benzylcyanide 
Canolaseed, No. 1 
Citronellal 90% technical 
Decoquinate 
DN, lat cate de ys s.c dec be Hee oc.0 seb wes oR 
Ethylene dichloride 
Gasoline blendstock, unleaded 
Grape concentrate, white for manufacturing 
Grape juice concentrate: 
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Lemon juice for manufacturing, concentrated 
Lisinopril dihydrate 

Magnesium metal ingot 

Methyl acetoacetate 


NORTE NOD 





Drawback decisions — continued T.D. No. 
Merchandise — continued 
Orange juice for manufacturing, concentrated 93-9-E 
Phenylacetonitrile 93-9-S 
Polyviny] alcohol: 
Double knit fabric 93-9-T 
Yarn 93-9-T 
Substrate, dyed unfinished nonwoven 93-9-O 
Sulbactam sodium, non-sterile 93-9-R 
Sulfanillic acid 93-9-M 
Suede, dyed finished synthetic 93-9-O 
Tertiary butyl benzaldehyde 93-9-G,H,I,K 
Titanium sponge 
Trimethylhydroquinone 
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U.S. Court of International Trade 


Slip Opinions 
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Boast, Inc. v. United States 
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